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COMMENT ON THE REQUEST TO MODIFY ARTICLE 1 SO AS TO EXCLUDE 
NAMES PROPOSED FOR DOMESTIC ANIMALS. Z.N.(S.) 1935 
(see volume 27, pages 269-272) 

By Henning Lemche (Universitetets Zoologiske Museum , Copenhagen , Denmark) 

In this case, it is expressly proposed to change the Code, though only in a minor 
point. But continued changes in the Code will gradually spoil it. Theie seems to 
be no absolute necessity for a direct change of the Code, as the purpose can be achieved 
by a more flexible procedure. I propose instead that an interpretative Declaration be 
issued, simply stating that: 

44 ‘races’ produced through the domestication of animals are to be considered as 
of infra-subspecific status” 

At the next proper revision of the Code—in several years to come, I hope—this 
Declaration could then be worked into the Code as described by the applicant. 

The difference in attitude between the applicant and me might appear to be very 
slight, and it is. But it is important to keep the real Code untouched for a consider¬ 
able span of time, as far as ever we can. 


COMMENT ON THE REQUEST TO REVISE THE CODE SO AS TO PERMIT 
EMENDATION OF CERTAIN -// ENDINGS OF PATRONYMS. Z.N.(S.) 1913 
(see volume 27, pages 250-252) 

By Henning Lemche (Universitetets Zoologiske Museum , Copenhagen , Denmark) 

As there are names ending in and others that do not, there will always be an 
uncertainty when one does not have direct access to the original. The new proposal 
has my sympathy because I have myself made exactly the same one in the fifties, but 
Hemming could not manage it, and I suppose it was because there are always some 
zoologists who want to be absolutely correct and so will insist that the spelling should 
be in conformity with the original one. 

As I see it, the real problem is: Can we educate zoologists to ignore the question 
of versus “//” and write the ending as whatever alternative they prefer, irrespective 
of the original spelling. But perhaps we can reasonably expect that the zoologist in 
general will prefer to be ignorant of the original and chose arbitrarily one of the 
alternatives whereas bibliographers and monographers etc. may be left with the 
permission to console themselves by searching up and citing the original correctly. 

Smith, Stuart, and Conant have not formulated precise proposals, which appears 
to me a drawback as no detailed evaluation of the case can be done except such a 
formulation exists. In order to facilitate the discussion, but with all reservations on 
my own part, I propose the following: 

Specific-group names ending in “/” or may be cited with either of these 
endings irrespective of their original spelling. 

It would seem possible to issue a Declaration like this one without seriously breaking 
the principle agreed on by the Commission that the present Rules shall be given ample 
time to be used before they are again considered for possible changes. 
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